





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Name	of	Fund Administrating	body/ies Organisation	type Stated	purpose
Adaptation	Fund	* GEF	(UNFCCC)	 UNFCCC Adaptation
Least	Developed	Countries	Fund	* GEF	(UNFCCC)	 UNFCCC Adaptation
Special	Climate	Change	Fund	* GEF	(UNFCCC)	 UNFCCC Adaptation
Pilot	Program	for	Climate	Resilience	* World	Bank Multilateral Adaptation
Strategic	Priority	on	Adaptation	Programme GEF Multilateral Adaptation
Strategic	Climate	Fund World	Bank Multilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
Clean	Technology	Fund World	Bank Multilateral Mitigation
MDG	Achievement	Fund	–	Environment	and	Climate	Change	thematic	windowUNDP Multilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
GEF	Trust	Fund	(Climate	change	focal	area)	* GEF Multilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
Scaling-Up	Renewable	Energy	Program	for	Low	Income	CountriesWorld	Bank Multilateral Mitigation
UN-REDD	Programme	* UNEP,	UNDP	and	the	FAO Multilateral Mitigation
Forest	Carbon	Partnership	Facility	* World	Bank Multilateral Mitigation
Forest	Investment	Program World	Bank Multilateral Mitigation
Indonesia	Climate	Change	Trust	Fund UNDP	as	interim	trustee Multilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
Global	Energy	Efficiency	and	Renewable	Energy	Fund European	Investment	Bank Multilateral Mitigation
Amazon	Fund Brazilian	Development	Bank Multilateral Mitigation	
Congo	Basin	Forest	Fund African	Development	Bank Multilateral Mitigation
Global	Climate	Change	Alliance	* EC Multilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
International	Climate	Fund	(formerly	ETF-IW) DFID Bilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
Hatoyama	Initiative	* JICA Bilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
International	Climate	Initiative	* BMU Bilateral Mitigation	and	adaptation
International	Forest	Carbon	Initiative	* AusAid Bilateral Mitigation
Norway-Indonesia	REDD+	Partnership Norad Bilateral Mitigation
		 20	
For	instance,	there	are	four	projects	approved	in	the	Pacific	as	part	of	the	GEF	Trust	Fund	
(climate	change	focus).	All	four	projects	are	focused	on	mitigation.	Two	projects	have	a	regional	
focus	and	are	concerned	with	renewable	energy	and	energy	efficiency.	Two	further	renewable	
energy	projects	are	underway	in	Palau,	and	in	the	Marshall	Islands.	The	total	financing	for	these	
projects	is	$8.2million	pledged.	The	Adaptation	Fund	has	provided	funding	for	adaptation	
programs	in	the	Cook	Islands	($5,381,600	approved),	Samoa	($8,732,351	approved),	and	the	
Solomon	Islands	($5,533,500	approved).	Two	more	project	concepts	in	the	Pacific	have	been	
endorsed	in	Fiji,	and	Papua	New	Guinea.	The	Least	Developed	Countries	Fund	(LDCF)	has	provided	
funding	for	nine	projects	in	the	Pacific.	These	projects	have	centered	on	the	creation	of	NAPAs.	In	
addition	the	LDCF	has	provided	funding	($2-3	million	for	each	project	to	Samoa,	Kiribati	and	
Tuvalu)	for	adaptation	projects.	
The	Special	Climate	Change	Fund	(SCCF)	under	the	UNFCCC	was	established	in	2001	to	
finance	projects	relating	to	adaptation;	technology	transfer	and	capacity	building;	energy,	
transport,	industry,	agriculture,	forestry	and	waste	management;	and	economic	diversification.	
Only	one	project	has	been	undertaken	in	the	Pacific	with	SCCF	funding.	A	regional	adaptation	
project,	coordinated	by	SPREP	is	underway	in	Cook	Islands,	Fiji,	Micronesia,	Marshall	Islands,	
Nauru,	Niue,	Papua	New	Guinea,	Palau,	Solomon	Islands,	Tonga,	Tuvalu,	Vanuatu,	and	Samoa.	The	
SCCF	has	disbursed	$13.125	million	to	the	project	but	co-financing	from	the	GEF,	AusAID	and	
UNDP	has	increased	total	funding	to	$57	million.	
Bilateral	funding	mechanisms	have	been	developed	in	the	Pacific	by	Australia	and	
Germany.	The	Australian	International	Forest	Carbon	Initiative	has	financed	a	number	of	projects	
and	the	German	International	Climate	Initiative	(ICI)	has	financed	three	regional	and	one	REDD	
project	in	PNG.xvii	Two	of	the	regional	projectsxviii	are	mitigation	focused,	and	the	otherxix	
adaptation	focused.	However,	the	status	of	bilateral	funding	is	unclear	given	the	difficulty	in	
estimating	disbursed	Japan	International	Cooperation	Agency	(JICA)	funds	targeted	towards	
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climate	finance	because	of	the	lack	of	transparency	in	the	reporting	of	the	Japanese	government.	
Nevertheless,	there	are	some	indicators	that	can	be	used	as	measures	of	the	status	of	Hatoyama	
funds	pledged.	The	Japanese	government	has	reported	to	the	OECD	that	its	funding	of	the	Samoa	
Power	Sector	Expansion	project	(SPSE)	is	climate	change	focused.	This	project	was	reported	by	JICA	
as	constituting	$39.4	million	spent	on	climate	change	in	2007.	However,	the	status	of	this	project	
as	a	climate	change	project	is	unclear	and	raises	the	further	issue	in	climate	finance.	On	one	hand,	
an	ADB	report	outlines	climate	adaptation	(rather	than	mitigation)	as	a	special	feature	of	the	
project.	It	states:	‘The	Project	supports	the	objectives	of	the	Government’s	National	Adaptation	
Program	of	Action	(2005)	through	the	underground	transmission	network	cabling	program.	The	
program	will	help	to	reduce	exposure	of	transmission	assets	to	cyclones	and	reduce	the	impacts	to	
EPC	and	consumers	of	cyclone	damage	to	the	transmission	network’	(ADB,	2007:	9).	On	the	other	
hand,	project	documents	dated	2007	state	the	purpose	of	the	SPSE	is	to	expand	and	diversify	the	
power	sector	to	meet	future	load	growth	and	reduce	dependence	on	diesel	imports.	There	was	no	
mention	of	climate	change	in	project	administration	documents	at	this	time.	In	the	absence	of	
hard	evidence	it	appears	that	this	project	was	framed	in	different	ways	by	the	Samoan	
government	and	its	financial	partners.	For	example,	AusAid	reported	to	the	OECD	(also	in	2007)	its	
$11.2	million	pledged	to	the	SPSE	project	fulfilled	‘climate	change	and	desertification’	objectives.	
A	further	$1.6	million	was	committed	by	AusAid	to	the	project	in	2009.	The	majority	of	these	JICA	
and	AusAid	funds	were	delivered	through	the	Asian	Development	Bank	(ADB)	as	loans	(ADB,	
undated).	The	ADB	is	providing	a	$26.61	million	loan	and	a	$15.39	million	grant	for	the	project,	
and	the	government-owned	Electric	Power	Corporation	(EPC)	will	cover	the	balance	of	$12	million	
(ADB	2007).		
This	example	illustrates	the	caution	with	which	statistics	on	climate	funding	has	to	be	
approached.	The	SPSE	does	not	seem	to	have	begun	its	life	as	a	climate	change-focused	project	
but	it	is	framed	as	a	climate	change	project	by	major	funders.	Given	the	sums	involved	the	
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inclusion	or	exclusion	of	this	single	project	shapes	regarding	the	balance	between	bilateral	and	
multilateral	sources	of	finance	flowing	into	the	Pacific.		
	
Distributional	Issues	
Statistics	on	the	total	amount	of	funds	pledged	for	climate	finance	provide	only	partial	answers	to	
questions	concerning	the	sources	of	finance.	Another	key	issue	pertains	to	the	speed	of	disbursal.	
Climate	Finance	Update	outlines	four	stages	of	climate	finance:	
Pledges:	Verbal	or	signed	commitments	from	donors	to	provide	financial	support	to	a	particular	fund.	
Deposits:	Funds	that	have	been	transferred	from	the	donor	into	the	account(s)	of	the	fund	(also	known	as	
committed	funds.)	
Approved:	Funds	that	have	been	officially	approved	and	earmarked	for	a	specific	project	or	country	
program.	
Disbursed:	Funds	that	have	been	spent,	either	through	administrative	means	or	directly	to	an	
implementation	programme	or	project,	with	proof	of	the	spending.	
	
At	the	global	level	the	trajectory	from	pledge	to	disbursement	has	been	slow.	Only	$2.1	billion	
(6%)	of	the	total	US$32	billion	climate	finance	pledged	has	been	dispersed	globally.	A	further	$9.5	
billion	is	in	an	approved	status	signifying	that	a	relatively	marked	increase	of	funds	will	begin	to	
reach	designated	climate	projects	shortly.	It	is	worth	noting	here	that	an	‘approved’	status	
signifies	the	specific	projects	have	been	developed	and	passed	the	application	process	with	the	
source	institution.	There	will	be	a	greater	proportion	of	this	money	disbursed	than	the	difference	
between	global	pledges	and	that	disbursed.	
There	is	no	equivalent	‘pledged’	status	of	funds	on	a	Pacific	regional	level	since	pledges	
from	the	various	inter-governmental	organization	sources	do	not	entail	exact	quantities	of	money	
for	the	Pacific.	The	dispersal	of	approved	multilateral	funding	sources	and	UNFCCC	funds	are	much	
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lower	than	bilateral	funds	in	the	Pacific,	currently	standing	at	32%	and	28%	respectively.	The	
largest	set	of	funds	approved,	the	World	Bank	Pilot	Program	for	Climate	Resilience	(PPCR)	has	not	
to	date	dispersed	any	of	the	US$26	million	in	approved	funds	for	the	Pacific.	There	are,	however,	
three	pilot	programs	for	adaptation	being	developed	in	Samoa,	PNG	and	Tonga.	Samoa	will	be	
host	to	the	first	program	with	a	US$25	million	project	to	enhance	airport	road	and	coastal	
infrastructure	approved	in	February	2014.	Tonga	and	PNG	have	been	allocated	small	grants	to	
enable	them	to	develop	proposals	for	the	PPCR	funds.	The	smallest	multilateral	source	of	climate	
funds	approved	and	disbursed	was	for	the	GEF	Trust	Fund	(climate	change	focal	area).	Of	US$8.51	
million	approved,	US$7.21	has	been	dispersed.	The	outstanding	projects	in	this	category	come	
from	the	PPCR	and	GCCA.	All	of	these	projects	are	relatively	recent;	they	were	approved	in	2011.	
Figure	2:	Climate	funds	in	Pacific	by	initiative	and	status	(approved,	disbursed)
	
In	the	PICTs,	all	of	the	$15	million	bilateral	funds	that	have	an	‘approved’	status	have	been	
disbursed	fully.	This	is	likely	due	to	the	fact	dispersal	of	funds	approved	in	bilateral	aid	agencies	is	
much	faster.	All	but	US$400,000	(from	AusAid)	of	this	total	comes	from	the	four	projects	in	the	
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International	Climate	Initiative	(ICI)	approved	in	2008	or	2009.	There	may	be	more	money	pledged	
from	bilateral	agencies	to	the	Pacific.	For	example,	Australia	has	pledged	AU$134	million	in	total	
for	adaptation	in	the	Pacific	(DCCEE,	2011).	At	present	the	German	ICI	and	the	UK	ICF	do	not	have	
specific	pledges	for	the	Pacific.	These	statistics	for	climate	ODA	(and	loans)	indicate	that	financing	
is	limited	in	monetary	terms	and	also	limited	in	the	number	of	projects.	
	
Priorities	of	climate	change	finance	
No	single	measure	exists	by	which	the	priority	of	funders	can	be	determined.	For	instance,	if	one	
looks	at	the	stated	purpose	of	climate	funds	pledged,	there	does	not	seem	to	be	a	distinct	division	
between	mitigation	and	adaptation	activities.	However,	the	result	is	different	on	a	project-level	
basis.	Figures	4.5	and	4.6	are	based	on	data	on	the	stated	purpose	of	each	fund	in	aggregate	
terms.	It	does	not	indicate	the	proportion	of	mitigation	versus	adaptation-focused	funds	on	a	
project	level	that	are	undertaken	across	categories.	
	
Figure	3:	Climate	finance	by	stated	purpose	of	fund	
		
An	illustration	of	complications	that	arise	from	this	way	of	measuring	priorities	is	the	GEF	Trust	
Fund.	The	GEF	Trust	Fund	has	both	mitigation	and	adaptation	as	a	stated	purpose.	However	98.5%	
of	funds	from	the	climate	change	focal	area	are	spent	on	mitigation	activities.	
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Figure	4:	Climate	finance	by	focus	of	national	pledges	(adaptation,	mitigation	general,	mitigation	
REDD)	
	
Looking	at	pledges	on	a	project	level	paints	a	different	picture.	Chart	6	indicates	a	definite	focused	
on	mitigation	over	adaptation,	REDD	and	projects	with	multiple	foci.	Of	the	US$8.09	billion	of	
approved	climate	projects,	US$6.27	billion	is	dedicated	to	mitigation	only.	
Figure	5:	Climate	finance	by	approved	individual	projects	
	
From	the	perspective	of	PICTs,	adaptation	measures	are	of	greater	importance	than	those	
concerned	with	mitigation	since	these	countries	are	minor	contributors	to	greenhouse	gas	
emissions.	However,	only	15	per	cent	of	finance	approved	since	2003	earmarked	for	adaptation	
projects.	In	the	Pacific	the	Adaptation	Fund	has	approved	one	project	for	the	Solomon	Islands;	and	
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endorsed	project	concepts	for	PNG,	Fiji	and	the	Cook	Islands.	Three	further	projects	in	the	Pacific	
have	been	proposed	by	UNDP	in	the	Cook	Islands,	Samoa	and	PNG.	
	
Conclusion:	Agency,	20/05/2016ependency	and	dual	vulnerabilities		
The	climate	finance	regime	has	created	a	number	of	challenges	for	small	Pacific	island	nations.	
Three	key	challenges	can	be	identified.	First,	financing	is	channeled	through	a	variety	of	different	
mechanisms,	including	direct	budget	support,	multilateral	banks,	global	funds,	and	regional	
organizations.	As	the	Natural	Resource	Minister	of	Tuvali,	Elisala	Pita	stated	in	2014,	‘They	promise	
a	lot	of	funding	but	the	criteria	to	access	them	are	so	complicated,	and	we	lack	the	capacity’	
(Sydney	Morning	Herald,	12/3/2014).	Further	the	approach	to	climate	finance	is	donor-driven—
whether	multilateral	or	bilateral—lacking	effective	coordination.	Different	funding	mechanisms	
have	a	range	of	accounting	obligations,	varying	timelines,	and	complex	reporting	requirements.	
Thus	despite	pledges	and	the	existence	of	a	regional	architecture	for	climate	governance	(and	the	
ways	in	which	climate	change	has	become	integral	to	the	regional	architecture	of	inter-state	and	
territory	cooperation),	capacity	to	utilize	climate	finance	is	limited.	There	is	agency	in	the	Pacific	on	
climate	change	but	it	is	heavily	dependent	on	external	finance	and	expertise.		
Second,	and	closely	related	to	the	lack	of	coordination,	is	the	absence	of	country	
ownership;	echoing	criticisms	that	have	been	leveled	at	development	assistance	by	recipient	
countries	for	decades.	Despite	the	high	level	recognition	that	climate	change	is	a	threat	to	the	
security	and	very	existence	of	PICTs,	climate	finance	has	begun	to	mirror	conventional	aid	and	
development	finance—at	least	from	the	view	of	PICTs.	As	Toke	Talagi,	the	Premier	of	Niue	stated	at	
the	opening	of	the	Pacific	Climate	Change	Roundtable	in	2011,	‘I	have	enough	problems	just	
figuring	out	the	acronyms	let	alone	what	they	can	do	to	assist	all	of	us.	And	to	make	matters	worse	
each	and	every	donor	and	acronym	has	their	own	governance	accountability	transparency	
frameworks	which	is	challenging	and	frustrating	to	all	of	us’.xx	Talagi’s	statement	is	instructive	not	
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only	for	his	admission	of	confusion,	but	his	evocation	of	solidarity	among	PICTs	‘all	of	us’	and	his	
distancing	from	the	agencies,	donors,	and	organizations	financing	climate	activity.	Thus	PICTs	are	
seemingly	vulnerable	to	the	impacts	of	climate	change	while	also	being	extremely	vulnerable	to	
growing	dependencies	on	donors	to	address	these	impacts.		
However,	while	our	assessment	of	agency	in	the	Pacific	may	appear	pessimistic,	we	would	
like	to	conclude	by	mentioning	ways	in	which	agency	has	persevered.	PICTs	have	not	simply	been	
passive	recipients	of	climate	finance	but	have	exercised	their	agency	to	demand	changes	to	the	
existing	architecture.	They	have	voiced	their	criticism	of	the	regime	and	articulated	for	change	in	
the	UNFCCC	through	utilizing	their	memberships	of	Pacific	regional	organizations	and	key	
developing	country	coalitions.	PICT	nations	are	active	in	a	number	of	different	fora	in	the	UNFCCC	
process.	They	have	expressed	their	opinions	as	individual	nations	in	COP	meetings,	and	on	various	
climate	finance	boards	as	well	as	collectively	through	membership	of	state-based	coalitions	such	
as	AOSIS,	the	G77	and	China,	and	the	Coalition	for	Rainforest	Nations.	From	the	outset	of	the	
UNFCCC	process	i.e.	at	the	first	meeting	of	the	Intergovernmental	Negotiating	Committee	for	a	
Framework	Convention	on	Climate	Change	(INCFCCC),	AOSIS,	the	G77,	and	PICT	nations	have	been	
pursuing	the	topic	of	climate	finance	in	their	submissions.	Central	to	the	concerns	of	these	groups	
has	been	access	to,	and	transparency	of	funds.	Whether	this	will	make	significant	changes	to	the	
global	architecture	of	climate	governance	or	to	the	positions	taken	at	the	regional	levels	remains	
to	be	seen,	but	will	be	a	crucial	area	of	inquiry	in	the	coming	years.		
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